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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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1. The amendment filed 3/30/05 have been entered and made of record. 

2. In response to Applicant's amendment filed 3/30/05 the 112,2 nd claims 1-9 
rejection is withdrawn. 

3. In response to Applicants amendment filed 3/30/05 the 101 claim-9 rejection is 
withdrawn. 

4. The Applicant 's argument filed 3/30/05 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive for the following reasons: 

Applicant alleges that " accordingly, in applicant's claimed invention "once a 
plurality of message are sent out the very next step is to set the status of the sending 
process to an idle [,]" (p. 7, line 10-p. 8, line 20). The Examiner disagrees. Firstly, the 
Examiner cannot see any where in the claim language " once a plurality of messages 
are sent out the very next step is to set the status of the sending process to an idle" or 
"only the sending process has a state which is switched from active to idle and back 
again" upon which the applicant relies is not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. In re Van Guens, 988 F. 2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir1993). 

Secondly, there is nothing in the claim language that precludes an entire node 
going idle (i.e, sending and receiving) as long the sending state goes idle. Third, 
Champagne clearly discloses that idle state is require before message transmission can 
begin and must follow the end-of-message EMO sequence (i.e. idle should flow when 
the sending of message is complete) otherwise the receiving node will time out (col. 8, 
lines 49-53) and this is clearly shown in Fig. 4, lines 27 after EOM (end of message) 
sent from node A , the sending process is changed on line 28 to IDLE according to the 
above disclosure on (col. 28, lines 49-53). 
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Applicant alleges that "Finally, attention directed [,]" (p. 8, line 21 -p. 8, line 6). 
The Examiner disagrees. Firstly, As explained above, that there is nothing in the claim 
language that precludes the receiving status of the node to go idle with the sending 
status, The Examiner does not see "only" in the claim. Secondly, Champagne dose not 
turn off the entire node as applicant argues. Champagne disclose as shown in Fig. 4 
and col. 9, lines 40-52 that at line 15, node A starts to send (SOM) its message and at 
line 27, end of message (EOM) (i.e. the sending of message is ended) at line 28, the 
sending status goes to idle not the entire node simply because at line 29, while the node 
is in IDLE status it receive the confirmation PACK from node B that the message from 
node A has been correctly received by node B, which proves that node A, is in an IDLE 
sending status. The combination of Champagne and Mendel teaches the invention as 
broadly as claimed. Fourth, again the Examiner can not see in the claim language that 
"an idle state is to be entered immediately" 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. 
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Claim 1 , recites "said number of nodes being the same as the number of said 
plurality of messages". There is no disclose anywhere in the specification as originally 
filed of "said number of nodes being the same as the number of said plurality of 
messages As a matter of the fact the applicant argue filed 3/30/05 on page 5, lines 
19-24, states that messages are sent to other not necessarily to all the other nodes but 
certainly to a plurality of them and the intent of the language as amended to reflect the 
notion that the plurality of message go to different nodes. 

No where in the specification it states that the number of nodes being the same as the 
plurality of messages . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 US.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Champage et al (US Patent 4,750,165) in view of Mendel (US. Patent. 6,192,443). 

As to claim 1, [As best understood by the Examiner] Champage discloses a 
method for message processing in a distributed data processing system having a 
plurality of nodes (col. 6, line 30, col. 11, lines 32-37), said method comprising the steps 
of: 
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sending a plurality of messages from sending a process running on one of the 
nodes in the system to an equal plurality of other nodes in the system (col. 6, lines 61- 
68); 

setting the status of said sending process to idle (col. 9, lines 46-53); and 

changing the status of said sending process to active upon receipt of responses 
to said messages from all of said other nodes or upon receipt of notification that at least 
one response will not arrive [ Fig. 6, shows the node at IDLE state, receives NACK 
(negative acknowledgement it goes to SEND (active)]. 

Champagne does not disclose the number of other nodes in the system, said 
number of nodes being the same as the number of said plurality of messages. 

Mendel discloses a distributed system for sending messages between plurality 
of nodes (col. 6, lines 52-67). A subset of a set of nodes is selected and messages 
are send to each node (Figs. 2&3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Menders teachings to modify the method of Champage by 
using a subset of a set of nodes in order to switch access to secondary node if the 
primary node unavailable for any reason. 

As to claim 2, Champage further discloses further including the step of 
processing, by said sending process, said responses to said messages (Fig. 5, items 
52). 
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As to claim 3, Mendel further discloses prior to sending the message, the 
sending process selects a subset of nodes within said data processing system for 
receipt of the message (Fig. 2 &3). 

Mendel discloses a distributed system for sending messages between plurality 
of nodes (col. 6, lines 52-67). A subset of a set of nodes is selected (Figs. 2&3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Mendel's teachings to modify the method of Champagne by 
using a subset of a set of nodes in order to switch access to secondary node if the 
primary node unavailable for any reason. 

As to claim 5, refer to claim 1 rejection. Champage further discloses 

a plurality of nodes connected by a network for sending messages between the 
nodes (col. 1 1 ; lines 32-36); 

a plurality of message processing programs each being stored in one of said 
nodes (Fig. 5); 

a message sending process program residing in one of said nodes and being 
capable of entering an inactive state (col. 9, lines 16-51), 

a message processing interface program, residing on said one node and being 
capable of (1) sending a plurality of messages in response to requests from said 
sending process program (Fig. 5), 

As to claim 6, refer to claim 3 rejection. 

As to claim 7, refer to claim 2 rejection. 

As to claim 8, refer to claim 4 rejection. 
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As to claim 9, refer to claim 1 rejection. Champage further discloses computer 
Program (Fig. 5, items 52,56,57). 


8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 


9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hieu Le whose telephone number is (517) 272-3897. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 7:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dharia Rupal, can be reached on (571 ) 272-3880. The fax phone number 
for this Group is (703) 308-9051. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is 


(703) 305-3900. 


BEATRIZ PRIETO 


Hieu Le 



